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AN UNKNOWN SOURCE IN SANKARA’S REFUTATION 
OF THE PANCARATRA 


By 


GERHARD OBERHAMMER 


It is a well-known fact that an ancient philosophical text when read 
through retains always a certain ambiguity. It certainly reveals its content 
to the attentive reader and yet at the same time conceals it behind the veil 
of the past, since words and ideas change in the course of time. One 
therefore has to find out by close scrutiny of the language and the thought 
of the author and his environment what the text could have meant at that 
time in that perticular context. The author had perhaps some conceptions 
which have become quite foreign to us today, he used perhaps terms and 
expressions which today have changed their meaning or have become 
obsolete. This means that, if we really want to study the ideas of the 
past and not merely read our own ideas into the text, then we must learn 
to interpret the text as the author had meant it to be interpreted. This is 
naturally the ideal. In concrete cases, however, we very often understand 
the text only approximately as the author had meant it to be understood. 
Nevertheless, it must be our aim to get to know the ideas of the past authors 
and take care that we do not succumb to the temptation of interpreting 
the texts according to the climate of opinion of our times. 


One of my more recent studies has resulted from my research on 
the interpretation of Br. Si. 2, 2, 42-45, the utpattyasambhavadhikaranam. 
This section of the Brahmasutras was interpreted by the authors of the 
Advaitavedanta as a refutation of the Paficaratra-system, while it was 
understood by the commentators of the Visistadvaita as a confirmation of 
the authority of that system. This example from the past, by the way, 
illustrates how instead of letting the text speak for itself, one reads into the 
old texts —in this case the Brahmasitras — one’s own point of view, though 
for justice’s sake we must confess that the Brahmasiitras are not so 
distinct that they could not be interpreted in different ways. 


When studying the wutpattyasambhavadhikaranam and its _ inter- 
pretation, I naturally had to examine also Sankara’s commentary, which is 
the oldest exant interpretation of Br. Su. 2, 2, 42-45, and it is this commen- 
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tary, its lay out and its sources, that I should like to discuss in the present 
paper.! 


Let us for the time being leave out the opening portion of this 
section of Sankara’s commentary to which we will have to return later. 
When explaining Br. Su. 2,2, 42, Sankara gives first the doxography of 
the Paficaratra which he is going to refute in his commentary on the 
following siitras. “‘ Here’, he says, “the Bhagavatas teach: The divine, 
the one Vasudeva whose proper form is pure knowledge, is reality in the 
highest sense. He exists having differentiated himself in a fourfold way : 
in the form of Vasudeva Vyiha, Samkarsana Vyitha, Pradyumna Vyiha and 
Aniruddha Vyitha. Vasudeva is called the highest Self (paramatma ), 
Samkarsana jivah, Pradyumna manas and Aniruddha ahamkérah. Of 
these Vasudeva is the highest primeval nature (pard prakrtih), the others 
starting with Samkarsana are the effects (of his). Having worshipped this 
divine, the highest Lord, in these forms by abhigamanam, upaddanam, ijya, 
svadhyadyah and yogah®? throughout one’s whole life (hundred years ), one 
reaches the divine venerated one after the klesas have disappeared.® 


This short description of the Paficaratra system, which, Sankara 
takes to be refuted in the Brahmasiitras in question, can be completed by 
a later remark, when Sankara says : “ But the Bhagavatas teach that from 
the agent, namely, the jivah which is called Samkarsna, the manas arises 
which is called Pradyumna, and from this, which arose from the agent, 
the ahamkarah comes into being which is called Aniruddha”.* This much 
we get to know about the Paficaratra which Sankara has in view here. 


In the following interpretation of Br. Si. 2,2, 42-45, in which his 
doxography is throughout presuppoed, Sankara understands Br. Si. 2, 2, 42 


1. This article goes back to a lecture delivered in 1972 at the Universities of 
Ahmedabad and Madras. The basic idea of this paper was put forward in footnote 
253 of my study : Yamunamunis Interpretation von Brahmasitram 2, 2, 42-45. Eine 
Untersuchung zur Paficaratra-Tradition der Ramanuja-Schule. Wien 1971. 

2. I don’t translate the Sanskrit terms, since they signify clearly defined rites of 
the Paficaratrins described in the Samhitas under “ paricakalavidhih’’. Cf. my study note 9. : 

3, Sbh. p. 259, 20-260, 1: tatra bhagavata manyante ‘“‘ bhagavan evaiko vasudevo 
nirait janajfianasvarapah paramarthatattvuam. sa caturdhatmanam pravibhajya pratisthitah : vasu- 
devavytthariipena samkarasanavyithariipena, pradyumnavyitharilpenaniruddhavyitharilpena ca. vasudevo 
nama paramatmocyate, samkarsano nama jivah, pradyumno nama manah, aniruddho namahamkéarah. 
tesam vasudevah pard prakrtih, itare samkarsanadoyah karyam. tam itthambhiitam paramesvaram 
bhagavantam abhigamanopadanejyasvadhyayayogair varsasatam istva ksinakleso bhageionan eva 
pratipadyate”’ iti. 

4. Sbh. p. 260, 17-19 : varnayanti ca bhagavatah “ kartur jioat samkarsanasamjnakat 
karanam manah pradyumnasanjfiakam utpadyate kartrjac ca tasmad aniruddhasamjnako ‘hamkara 
utpadyate” iti _ | | 
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to mean that the Paficaratra-system cannot be an authority, because the 
coming into being of Samkarsana as a jivah is not possible : utpattyasam- 
bhavat. Likewise Br. Si. 2, 2, 43 na ca kartuh karanam is taken by Sankara 
in the sense that the instrument, namely the manas called Pradyumna, 
cannot come into existence from the agent, i.e. the jivah Samkarsna, and 
therefore the Paficaratra cannot be an authority. Br. Su. 2,2, 44 is inter- 
preted by Sankara as an answer to a possible objection of the incriminated 
system and understood as a confirmation of the refutation of the Paficaratra, 
even if the opponent modifies his doctrine in the sense that the divine 
products starting with Samkarsana are not to be taken as jivah, manas and 
ahamkarah, but as intelligent beings namely gods : vijnianadibhave va 
tadapratisedhah. 


When commenting on this siitram Sankara argues : “If (by modi- 
fying your doctrine ) you want to say that Vasudeva etc., being four gods 
( isvarah ) distinct from each other ( but ) with equal qualities, do not have 
one and the same Self, then the assumption of several gods is useless since 
what has to be done by God can be done already by one (of them)... ... But 
if you want to say that these four are vyuhas (differentiations ) of the one 
divine being, which all possess the same qualities, then even under this 
condition a coming into being is not possible, since there is no superiority 
(of one upon the other). Neither Samkarsana’s origination from Vasudeva 
would be possible, nor the one of Pradyumna from Samkarsana, nor Ani- 
ruddha’s from Pradyumna, since there is no superiority. But in the case of 
cause and effect there has to be a superiority as in the case of clay and 
pot... ... and the advocates of Paficaratra do not admit any difference in 
Vasudeva etc., neither in one of them nor in all, which would be caused 
by .a gradation of jtia@nam, aisvaryam etc., since they believe that all 
vyihas are indiscriminatedly Vasudeva (himself). Further these diffe- 
rentiations of the divine would not stop with the number four, since one would 
have to accept that the whole world from Brahma till the trees would be 
a vyuha of the divine.”> Br. Si. 2, 2, 45, according to Sankara, finally sums 
up the whole refutation of the Paficaratra by stating that there is also 


5. Sbh. p. 261, 2-14 : yadi tavad ayam abhiprdyah ‘“‘ parasparabhinna evaite vasudeva- 
dayas catuara ifvards tulyadharmano naisam ekatmakatvam asti’’ iti, tato ’nekesvavakalpan@nar- 
thakyam ekenaivesvarenesvarakaryasiddheh .. athdyam abhiprayah “‘ ekasyaiva bhagavata ete catvdro 
vvithas tulyadharm7nah’”’ iti, tathapi tadavastha evotpattyasambhavah. na hi visudevat samkarsa- 
nasyotpaitih sambhavati samkarsanac ca pradyamnasya pradyumnac cdniruddhasya atisayabhivdt, 
bhavitavyam hi karyak7ranayor atisayena yutht mrdghatayoh ..na ca_ paficaratrastddhantibhtr 
vasudevadisv ekasmin sarvesu vd jranwisvaryaditaratamyakytah kagcid bhedo ’bhyupagamyate, vdsudevad 
eva hi sarve vyhd nirvifesd isyante. na carte bhagavadvyihas catuhsamkhyayam evavatistheran 
brahmadistambaparyantasya samastasyaiva jagato bhagavadvyithatvavaga mat, 
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contradiction of the system (vipratisedhdc ca) in itself and with the Veda, 
and therefore the Paficaratra cannot be a definitive authority. This much 
Sankara. 


Let us now, after this short characterization of Sankara’s commen- 
tary on Br. Si. 2,2, 42-45, analyse the Paficaratra Sankara has in view 
when writing his Bhasyam. The system as described in the first doxography® 
can be characterized by two essential doctrines: first that the vyuhas 
Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha are considered to be the principles 
of jivah, manas and ahamkarah, a doctrine we usually do not come across 
in the expositions of Paficaratra,? and secondly the doctrine that the vyuhas 
Samkarsana etc. proceed from one another in the sense of a real production, 


If we now consider the disposition of Sankara’s argumentation 
against Paficardtra as a whole, we shall discover a surprising feature, 
namely that this argumentation is made up of two parts which correspond 
to two different stages of the development of Paficaratra thought. One 
part covers Br. Si. 2,2, 42-43 and perhaps Br. Si. 2,2, 45 containing the 
refutation of an obsolete form of the Paficaratra which we have characte- 
rized just before; and a second part consists of Sankara’s commentary on 
Br. Si. 2,2,44 in which the refutation of this form of Paficaratra is 
discontinued and a new and modified doctrine of the Paficaratra is put 
forward and refuted. 


This new and modified vyiiha-doctrine is described by Sankara as 
follows : “Or it would also be that the beings like Samkarsna etc. are not 
believed to exist as jivah, etc. but the gods having the properties of being an 
ifvarah, namely jyidnam, aisvaryam, Saktih, balam, viryam and _ tejas; 
(since it is said: ) all these are Vasudeva with no fault, with no (need of 
a) support, and with no deficiency. Therefore the shortcoming as it has 
been mentioned, namely the impossibility of coming into being, is not 
arrived at.’’® 


If we now compare this position with the doctrine Sankara has 
refuted in his commentary on Br. Si. 2,2, 42-43, the difference becomes 
clear: In the original doctrine it was held that the vyihas are products 
(kadryam ) which come into being out of the highest god Vasudeva, and these 


we ee ee ee ene ee ee 
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6. Including the short remark from the commentary on Br. Si. 2, 2, 43. 

7. Cf. O. Schrader: An Introduction to the P@aficarétra, Madras 1916, p. 39 
and my study note 24. 

8. Sbh. p. 260, 22-25 : athapi syat: na caite samkarsanddayo jivadibh@venabhipreyante. 
kim tarhi 2? Tévara evaite sarve j#@naisvaryasaktibalaviryatejobhir aisvaryadharmair anvita abhyupa- 
gamyante v@sudeva evaite sarve nirdosa niradhisthana niravadyas cett. tasman nayan yathavarnita 
utpattyasambhavo dogah prapnoti, 
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products though mythologically called Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Ani- 
ruddha were classified as jivah, manas and ahamkdrah. In the new form 
of the doctrine the thesis is put forward that ail the four vyihas are God 
in the same way and hence there can be no question of an origination in 
the real sense of the word. We are thus confronted with a modified 
form of the Paficaratra belonging to a different stage of development. It 
corresponds, by the way, substantially to the classical type of the Vyuha- 
doctrine. °® 


We now come to a second point. After having analysed the Panca- 
ratra theories presupposed by Sankara’s refutation let us now turn our 
attention to the introduction of the whole section of Sankara’s commentary 
on Br. Su. 2, 2,42-45. It starts with a short formulation of the purpose of the 
new section: “In the previous (chapter ) the thesis was refuted that God 
is only a nimittakaranam, only ruler without being primordial matter. 
Now the thesis is refuted that God is a cause in a twofold sense, as pri- 
mordial matter and as ruler.’ At this point Sankara brings in an objection 


which stands strangely enough somewhat isolated in his handling of the 
problem. 


‘“‘ Was it not previously affirmed on the basis of the srutih that God 
is so, that is to say, primordial matter and ruler? And has it not been estab- 
lished that a tradition ( smrtih) which follows the srutih is a pramadnam? 
Why then does one think of rejecting this thesis?”” To this Sankara answers: 
‘“‘ Although that part (of this system) which is such (that it is in agree- 
ment with the srutih) is not the subject-matter of a difference of opinion, 
because it is common (to us too), even then there is indeed another part 
which is the subject-matter of a difference of opinion and hence the need for 
a refutation.’ 


If we look closer at these sentences which introduce Sankara’s 
commentary on Br. Su 2, 2, 42-45, we make a few striking observations. To 
begin with, the first sentence placing the following section into the frame- 
work of context mentions the refutation of the Pafcaratra-doctrine that God 
is primordial matter and ruler of the universe as its purpose. Curiously 


9. Cf. my study p. 24 and notes 14 and 16. 

10. Sbh. p. 259, 14-16 : yesdm aprakrtir adhisthata Levalanimittakaranam ‘évaro ’bhi- 
maiah, tesam paksah pratygkhyatah. yesam punah prakrlié cadhisthata cobhayatmakam ka@ranam 
ifvaro ‘bhimatah, tes@m paksah pratyakhyayate. 

Il. Sbh. p. 259, 16-20 : nanu srutisamasrayanenapy evamriipa evesvarah pran nirdh@- 
ritah-prakrti§ cadhisthata ceti ? §rutyanusarini ca smytih pramdnam iti sthitih. tat kasya hetor 
esa paksah pratyZcikhyasita itt ? ucyate : vady apy evanjiitiyako ’mséah samanatvan na visam- 
vadagocaro bhavati, asti tv ansdntaram visamvadasthanam ity atas tatpratyakhyanayarambhah. 


29 Annals [D. J.J 
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enough this refutation does not follow immediately : instead, a preliminary 
question is treated. Its task appears to be to differentiate the doctrine to 
be refuted from Sankara’s own to which it shows some superficial resem- 
blance. But if we analyse this short passage more closely, this is not 
true, in reality it contains a problem which as such is neither taken into 
account by Sankara later on nor does it correspond to his intention. 


As a matter of fact, the real problem hidden in this first purvapaksa 
is : How is it possible that a tradition which follows the srutih can be 
rejected as having no credibility ? This question implies two ideas which are 
not explained further in Sankara’s commentary and can easily escape the 
reader’s attention: These are on the one hand the Mimamsa-theory of 
vedamilatvam as only justification for the authority of a tradition (smrtih) 
and on the other hand the conviction of Sankara’s opponent that the 
Paficaratra is in fact such a tradition following the srutih: Therefore in 
this introductory question from the standpoint of the incriminated Pafica- 
ratra a quite differentiated pirvapaksa lies hidden. This ptrvapaksa, how- 
ever, is practically no more recognizable as such. 


Still more astonishing is Sankara’s answer to his rudimentary pirva- 
paksa, since it only partially suits the following refutation of the Pancaratra. 
In his answer he differentiates one aspect of the Pancaratra that is in agree- 
ment with the srutih and therefore cannot be refuted, and another which is 
not in agreement with the srutih and therefore is to be rejected. This diffe- 
rentiation would have been, indeed, a fitting explanation as to why Paficaratra 
is controversial. But if we go through Sankara’s refutation of the PaAfica- 
ratra, we discover that the idea that this system is partially contradicted by 
Srutih has no real function in it. If this idea had not existed it would have 
made no difference, since in the refutation itself Sankara is not engaging 
himself in finding out how much the Paficaratra agrees with the srutih and 
how much it does not. 


There is only one passage in Sankara’s controversy with the Paiica- 
ratra, where such a differentiation regarding the Pancaratra system is 
relevant : There Sankara says: “If one only says that Narayana. ..who is 
the pardtmd, the self of all, exists having differentiated himself through 
himself into many, then this is not contradicted (by us), because as is 
(said) ‘he is onefold, he is threefold’, it is known that the paratmd is 
manyfold.’!2 But it is this very passage which hardly fits in with Sankara’s 


—— 


~— 


12. Sbh. p. 260, 1-5 : tatra yat tdavad ucyeta ““yo’sau n@rayanah..paramGtma sarvgima 
sa atmanatmanam anekadhi vyithyavasihitah” iti, tan na mirdkriyate, ‘‘ sa ekadht bhavati, tridha 
bhavati’’ ityadisrutibhyah paramatmano nekadhabhavasyadhigatatvat. 
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own intention. On the contrary, the following controversy makes it quite 
clear that Sankara does not even accept this kind of Vyuha-doctrine, as is 
evident from his commentary on Br. Si. 2, 2, 44. 


On the whole Sankara is preoccupied not with a partial refutation of 
the Paficaratra with the help of the theory of the partial credibility of the 
system, but with the rejection of this system of thought as a whole. More- 
over, his second interpretation of Br. Si. 2,2, 45 as vedavipartisedhah would 
even allow one to conclude, that he was of the opinion that the Pancaratra 
in as much as it despises the Veda, wholly contradicts it and not merely 
partially as was said by him in the introductory passage. 


These observations regarding Sankara’s commentary on Br. Su, 2, 2, 
42-45 should not be misunderstood. Sankara’s text shows of course 
consistency in its argumentation and there are no logical flaws in it. In the 
case of a thinker of Sankara’s quality one could hardly expect it to be 
otherwise. There are, however, certain peculiarities in the exposition that 
go toshow that Sankara’s text has a more complex structure than one 
would suspect prima facie. 


When studying the utpattyasambhavadhikoranam and its interpretation 
in the early Visistadvaitavedanta I found in Yamunamuni’s Agamapramanyam 
at the end of the discussion of these four Brahmasttras a somewhat strange 
passage. After he has denied any possibility of a contradiction between 
the Pancaratra and the Veda, Yamunamuni puts forward the following 
question : “‘ How then can the revered Bhasyakara say that the Paficaratra is 
not authoritative in those passages, which are contradicted ( by the Veda ), if 
there is no such contradiction at all? ’? This objection is answered by saying 
that the Bhasyakara wanted only to prevent people, who were not clever 
enough to judge the apparent contradiction for its real value, from despising 
the Veda.13 


This passage 1s worth noticing because mention is made of a certain 
author!4 who advocated the same theory of partial credibility of the Pafica- 
ratra as we found it in the introductory passage of Sankara’s commentary 
on Br. Su. 2,2, 42-45. The theoretical possibility that this Bhasyakara 
could be Sankara himself can be excluded in this context. But which 
Bhasyam could then have defended the partial credibility of the Paficaratra ? 


Oe rn es en ree ee 
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13. APr., Varanasi 1900 (Pandit reprint), p.66, 21-67, 2: nanv atrabhavatém 
bhasyakaranam viruddhamsapramanyébhidhanam katham iva? yady api virodhah krtvd cintaya 
porihrtas, tad api gambhiranydyasdgaram avagathum aparibrdhanam komalamanasan veddnadaro 
ma bhiid ity evanparam; yathaiva hi bhagavato jaimineh karmaphalopanyasah karmasraddh?samvar- 
dhandayeti, | 
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Yamunamuni himself does not provide us with any answer. In his 
commentary on Br. Su. 2, 2,45 Ramanuja, however, makes an interesting 
observation : ‘‘ The explanation of other ( people ) that the four siitras have 
as their subject-matter the refutation of the credibility of that portion of a 
tradition, which contradicts (the Veda), does not agree with the wording 
of the siitras and is opposed to the intention of the Sitrakara.’’!4 


There can be hardly any doubt that Ramanuja had the same work 
in mind as Yamuna, but unlike him, makes it quite clear by his unequivocal 
rejection of this explanation of the suiras, that the Bhasyakara actually did 
advocate the only partial credibility of the Paficaratra and that, not merely 
in order to avoid that less clever people will despise the Veda, as Yamuna 
pretended. 


It is a lucky coincidence that SudarSanasiri knew the work of this 
Bhasyakara, quoted from it and refuted the views of this author in his 
commentary on Ramanuja’s Sribhdsyam. After commenting on Br. Si. 
2,2, 42-45 and on Ramanuja’s commentary on them, Sudarsanasiri dis- 
cussed two other interpretations of these siitras, namely Sankara’s Brahma- 
sitra commentary and the anonymous Bhasyam with which we are 
concerned here. Having finished his polemic against Sankara he continues : 


‘“¢ Another (teacher ) however says : In the previous chapters (of the 
Brahmasitras) the rational arguments of the teachers and the traditions 
outside (the Vedic lore ), which are not followed by the learned (sistapari- 
grhita), have been refuted. Here (in this chapter) the fonr traditions of 
Samkhya, Yoga, PaSupata and Pancaratra which are accepted by the learned, 
are (to be) examined. —The fact that these four are accepted by the 
learned is proved from the statements (like ) ‘ because in case vedic mantras 
are not obtained, ( the people come to me) through the way preached by 
the Pajicaratra’ etc., or from the Nisthanirnaya-chapter of the Maha- 
bharatam. ’’!® 


Up to here Sudarsanasiiri seems to quote verbatim from the anony- 
mous Bhasyam. Then he continues relating the content of a portion of 
this work in his own words : ‘* After having put forward a purvapaksa that 
the traditions of Samkhya, Yoga etc. are by themselves right means of 
knowledge even when contradicting the Veda, in as much as their source is 


ead 


14, In my study p. 114 f. I suggested as a working hypothesis that this Bh@sya- 
kara could be the author of the Dramidabhasyam. 

15. Srutaprakisika II, p. 327, 7f : yat tu parath siytracatustayam kasyacid viruddham- 
Sasya pramanyanisedhaparam vyakhyatam, tat siitraksarananugunam siitrakarabhiprayaviruddham ca, 

16. Qf. my study p. 100 ff. . 
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God’s knowledge, since Hiranyagarbha etc. are but parts of the omniscient 
vedic God, he (the Bhasyakara ) replies’? - and now apparently again a 
quotation follows : 


‘Even if these divinities are omniscient and have taught the truth, 
only that part of their teaching is authoritative, which does not contradict 
the Veda, because in writing the books (belonging to the systems concerned ) 
others, namely human beings are involved and therefore only a relative 
authority comes into question due to the possibility of their ignorance, 
passion and aversion. But that part which contradicts (the Veda) is not 
means of knowledge. ’’}” 


After referring to these few passages of Sudarsanasiri’s exposition of 
the Bhasyakara’s work it might be useful to briefly sketch the line of thought 
of this extremely interesting author. The central point seems to be the convic- 
tion that the four systems of Samkhya, Yoga, PaSupata and Paficaratra are 
traditions, which like Manu are accepted by the learned; likewise a firm 
belief in the authority of tradition in general makes itself felt in these frag- 
ments which in its turn is derived in the orthodox way from the belief that 
tradition is based on the Veda ( vedamilatvam ). This belief forces the 
Bhasyakara to admit two points: (a) that the four systems are authoritative 
in as much as they are genuine traditions being accepted by the learned, 
perhaps also being revealed by God in various ways; (b) that these four 
systems in as much as their doctrines are expounded in the books of human 
teachers, can be and are tainted with mistakes due to human shortcomings. 
The logical consequence of these two suppositions is the view of the Bhasya- 
kara, that these four systems are only partially authoritative, since they are 
partially contradicted by the Veda. From this view follows inexorably his 
final conviction that the part of them contradicting the Veda is to be 
abandoned, if the whole truth of these four systems, which were originally 
fully valid traditions, is to be re-established. 


It is against this conceptual background that the anonymous Bhasya- 
kara had interpreted Br. Su. 2, 2, 42-45 as katharsis of the four systems in 


(oie es ore St a PRE hee ee ee ee Bae ee 
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17. Srutaprakagika II, p. 337, 20-23 : anye tv evam varnayanti : “ pirvadhikaranesu 
vadinam tarkivastambhah sistZparigrh*tabahyagamaS ca nirastah. tra §istaparigrhitah samkhya- 
yogapasupataparicaratragamas catvarah pariksyante, abhave ( alabhe ?) vedamantrdanim paticaratrodi- 
tena hityadivacanat, mahaibhdrate nisthanirnayadhydyac ca sistaparigrhitatvam caturnam siddham” 
(itt ?). 

18. Ibid. II, p. 337, 23-26 : tatra svaiah sarvajnavaidikesvar amsabhitatvad dhiranya- 
garbhadindm isvarajrianamijlataya samkhyayogadyagama vedavirodhe "pi pramanam iti pitrvapaksam 
krtu@, tesam isvaranam sarvajnatve ‘pi tesam tattvarthopadestrtve ‘pi granthanirmane purusanta- 
rdnam apy anupravesat tesam ajnanardgadvesadisambhavena savakasatvdd vedaviruddhamsah prama- 
nam, viruddhantsas tv apramanam iti cahuh. 
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question, being demonstrated at the example of Paficaratra. SudarSanasiiri 
expressly bears witness to this fact!® and cites also a few significant sentences 
from the Bhasyakara’s commentary on Br. Su. 2, 2,44 and 45, giving ‘thus 
fairly good ideas of the way the Bhasyakara proceeded in commenting these 
sutras. First the quotation from the commentary on Br. Su. 2, 2, 44: 


“If (one were to say: that in the case of the origination of Sam- 
karsana ) it is only a matter of differentiation of Samkarsana etc., because 
of the fact that the six gunas like jnanam etc. are coming in the foreground, 
but not of an origination in the real sense and (if one further says) that 
these (vyuhas thus manifested ) are the rulers of soul, manas and aham- 
karah, then the answer is, that this doctrine is not rejected since there is no 
contradiction with the Veda. (Only) that which contradicts the Veda is 
rejected.”29 From the commentary on Br. Su. 2, 2, 45 ( vipratisedhdc ca ) 
Sudarsanasuri quotes the following sentence : “‘ All doctrines must be in 
agreement with the Veda, otherwise there is mutual contradiction among 
the four (traditions ) ’’.?¢ 


It is not possible to discuss here all the fragments of the anonymous 
Bhasya, which have been handed down. There are other rather long 
quotations from his work containing some interesting details, but they do 
not concern the basic orientation of the Bhasyakara described above.! Yet 
before we return to Sankara and compare the two commentaries, a few 
words on the sutra-interpretation of the anonymous Bhasyakara are needed. 


Mention has already been made that the Bhasyakara intended to 
demonstrate by the example of the Paficaratra the process of emendation 
by which the original doctrine, which according to his conviction had been in 
agreement with the Veda, had to be re-established. Accordingly the com- 
mentary on Br. Su. 2, 2, 42-43, now unfortunately lost, must have contained 
the refutation of a form of the vyiha-doctrine which did not agree with 
the Veda. This form of the doctrine must have been more or less the 
same as that older form of the vyuha-doctrine which was refuted by 
Sankara. Br. Su. 2, 2, 44 was then understood by the Bhasyakara as accep- 
tance of a modified form of the vytha-doctrine as being in agreement with 
the teachings of the Veda and therefore not being rejected. Incidentally 
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19. Ibid. II, p. 337, 27: tatra caturnim api vedanusdritvanirnayasya pradarsanartham 
paticaratram avalambya sitrakarena cintitam ity uktam. 

20. Ibid. IT, p. 337, 28-338, 2 : atra vijtianddisad gunyodbhavanudbhavabhedena vibhaga- 
matran samkarsanadinam, na tu mukhyam janma, jivamanohamkéar@dhisthataras ca te iti cet, 
ucyate evam tarhi naitan matam vipratisidhyate, virodhabha@vat. Srutiviruddham tu vipratisidhyate. 

21. Ibid. II, p. 338, 3 : sarvasiddhantair vedo’nusaraniyah, anyath@ caturnam paraspara- 
viprasedhad ity uktam. 
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this modified form treated in the commentary on Br. Si. 2,2, 44 seems to 
be the same as the one which Sankara mentions in his commentary on the 
same sutra and, unlike the anonymous Bhasyakara, refutes. 


Let us now compare what we know of the anonymous Bhasyam 
with the commentary of Sankara. If we are to trust SudarSanasiri, the 
Bhasyakara had opened the exposition of the utpattyasambhavadhikaranam 
by placing this chapter of the Brahmasitras into the framework of a larger 
context. With this intention he states that in the previous chapters the 
arguments of the teachers and the non-vedic traditions (béhyasmrtayah ) 
had been refuted and that now the four systems which are accepted by the 
learned, are going to be examined. The use of the term pariks- in this 
context has to be seen in contradistinction with the refutation of the other 
systems !—If we compare this introduction with the opening sentence of 
Sankara’s commentary on Br. Si. 2, 2, 42 we shall find a similar arrangement 
though with a different content, Naturally this formal agreement of the two 
texts could have happened by mere chance too. 


Since the anonymous Bhasyakara did not intend to refute the four 
systems of Samkhya, Yoga, PaSupata and Paficaratra, but only wanted to 
demonstrate in an examination (pariksd), how those doctrines which are 
contradictory to the Veda had to be abandoned, he was forced to discuss 
next the question of the authority of those systems. To this aim he put 
forward his differentiated theory of partial contradiction with the Veda. 
From another fragment?? not discussed in this paper it is clear that the 
Bhasyakara had also shown in this section of the chapter, how these four 
traditions, which were also according to him different right from the be- 
ginning, should have been possible though all of them were from their 
beginning in agreement with the Veda. 


To this section of the anonymous Bhasyam corresponds the short 
question in the beginning of Sankara’s commentary on Br. Si 2,2, 42 as to 
how the teachings of a tradition following the Veda could be rejected as 
being not authoritative. To this objection Sankara had replied with the 
theory of partial credibility. When discussing this passage it was observed 
that a sort of purvapaksa was presupposed in it which assumed that the 
Paficaratra did agree with the Veda and therefore must have defended in 
some way or other the credibility of this system. In Sankara, however, we 
could not find either for this assumption itself or the theory of partial 
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99, Regarding the reconstruction of the anonymous Bhasyam on Br. Siu. 2, 2, 
42-45 cf. my study pp. 102-113. 
Srutaprakigika II, p. 335, 18-336. cf. my study pp. 108-110, 
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credibility any real reason or support, while in the corresponding section of 
the anonymous Bhasyam both are integral parts of the argument and fit 
in perfectly with the way of thought typical for the Bhasyakara. 


In a last step the Bhasyakara took up the explanation of Br. Su. 2, 2, 
42-45 which he believed to be meant as an example for the examination 
of the four systems partially contradicting the Veda and yet being accepted 
by the learned ( sistaparigrhitam ). When considering the commentary on 
the siitras itself, one comes to the conclusion that the explanation of the 
first two sutras must have been substantially the same as Sankara’s. The 
reason for this conclusion is, that also the anonymous Bhasyakara had 
understood Br. Si. 2, 2, 44 vijndnddibhave va tadapratisedhah as the modifi- 
cation of an older Pancaratra position which must have been rejected in the 
two previous siitras. In order to motivate the modification of the Vyuha- 
doctrine one has to assume that the older doctrine rejected in Br. Su. 2, 2, 
42-43 must have advocated a real origination of the vyihas from Vasudeva, 
as also the identification of the Vyithas with the three principles of jivah, 
manas, and ahamkarah. Otherwise there would be no reason whatever for 
the new form of the Vyiha-doctrine put forward in the commentary on Br. 
Su. 2,2, 44. But precisely these two elements of the old doctrine were the 
typical feature of the Vyiiha-doctrine rejected by Sankara in his commentary 
on Br. sii. 2,2, 42-43. This conformity with Sankara does not limit itself 
only to this older Vyuha-doctrine and to the commentary on the first two 
sutras of the utpattyasambhavaddhikaranam. Even the modified Vyuha-doct- 
rine itself is practically the same as the one Sankara attacks in his comm- 
entary on Br. Su. 2, 2, 44. 


All these parallels cannot just be explained as betng products of mere 
chance and therefore we have to conclude that either the anonymous 
Bhasyakara knew and used Sankara’s work, or vice versa. If we recollect 
what was said earlier, especially the fact that the theory of partial credibility 
is not at all required by Sankara’s exposition and has no true function in his 
refutation of the Pafcaratra, while on the other hand precisely this doctrine 
is the real keystone of the Bhasyakara’s commentary on the utpattyasam- 
bhavadhikaranam, one has to draw the conclusion that it was Sankara who 
depended on the anonymous Bhasyam and not vice versa, 


We now find ourselves at the end of our historical examination of 
Sankara’s commentary on Br. Si. 2,2, 42-45 and we can try to imagine how 
Sankara himself must have proceeded when writing it: He must have 
had before him an older commentary on the Brahmasitras, namely the 
anonymous Bhasyam. This work, though no Pancaratra work, but coming 
from vaidic circles with their belief that vedamiulatvam and the fact of being 
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accepted by the learned are features of a sound tradition, did not simply 
reject the old systems of Samkhya, Yoga, PaSupata and Paficaratra, since they 
were recognized by the Vedic tradition itself, but wanted to demonstrate in 
which form these systems proved to be in agreement with the Veda and 
were therefore sound traditions. Sankara had used this work as a source 
and relied upon the Bhasyam of the anonymous author, when writing his 
explanation of Br. Su. 2,2, 42-43 and the piirvapaksa in his commentary 
on Br. Su. 2,2, 44 which exposes the new, modified form of the Vyuha- 
doctrine. But to suit his purpose Sankara had to omit whatever did not 
agree with his monistic interpretation of the Brahmasutras. He had to 
modify especially the long discussion on the partial credibility of the system 
of Samkhya, Yoga, PaSupata and Paficaratra. Only a faint echo of this 
discussion still survives in the’small excursus of his introduction to the utpat- 
tyasambhavadhikaranam in which the question as to how a tradition (smrtih) 
which is in agreement with the srutih could be considered a no-pramdnam, is 
answered by an allusion to the theory of partial credibility. 


As regards the anonymous Bhasyam on Br. Si. 2,2, 44 Sankara had 
to change the entire tenor of it, since he could not accept the modified form 
of the Vyuha-doctrine as the Bhasyakara did. Thus he kept this new form of 
the Vyuha-doctrine as a plirvapaksa and added the rather detailed refutation 
of it in order to save the pure monistic view of the highest Self, the Brahma. 
In addition to this he seems to have written anew the explanation of Br. Su. 
2,2, 45, since it does not agree either with the Bhasyakara’s doctrine of 
partial credibility of the Paficaratra or with the fragment of the anonymous 
Bhasyam on Br. St. 2, 2,45 preserved by SudarSanasitiri. With all this 
Sankara changed the original examination (pariksd) and emendation of a 
partially credible tradition in a refutation of a system which was opposed 
to his own. 
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